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really, of whalfehould be wider public 
Interest, will e®0 present to my col- 
leagues a thorwl issue involving how 
much money shoBkl be voted, in the way 
of “transition” assistance and staff 
allowances, et cefffia, under the Former 
Presidents Act, fSi the use of former 
President Richard®. Nixon. 

As the rankinglftepublican member 
on the Steed subWmmittee that was 
called upon to con.Sfier these two con- 
troversial budget rewests, 1 know full 
well that Members ml want to inquire 
deeply into the juSfication for the 
eame. I also know til* there has been 
an unfortunate amoftt of misunder- 
standing — -even pet-haM some uninten- 
tional misrepresent ati® — on the part 
of the news media concerning these 
items. 

I have, naturally enoimh, had a sub- 
stantial number of let tela on this sub- 
ject and have replied gp the same 
through use of a general qaponse, com- 
posed following the sBtaommittee’s 
tentative action. A copy of ffipt response 
is now sot forth in the hopewhat enough 
of my colleagues will read tfflbugh it for 
background information as the sub- 
committee’s decision so as t®nake our 
debate over the same more infamed and 
useful than it might otherwiseRe. 

General Response Letts] 

Your communication on the®|860,000 
request made of Congress by PreslaSkt Ford 
to provide “transition” moneys art®. after 
next February 9th, staff aid and othiarabene- 
flts for the use of former PresideniMjllxan 
Is noted. The volume of my mall oaKthls 
subject Is such that I must give yoi®,his 
rather general reply. If it is not mlly 
responsive to some of the points you rawed 
I shall be glad to hear from you furthe^ 

The request was based-on two exist: 
laws, the Former Presidents Act of 1( 
(FPA) , and the Presidential Transition A 
of 1963 (PTA). All former Presidents sprt 
lng with Herbert Hoover, as the Eldest 
former President eligible, have irceived 
benefits under the FPA. Benefits yallatale 
Include the former President’s pension (now 
$60,009 per annum) ; up to $96,000 j*r annum 
In office staff salaries (and such*mployees’ 
related benefits as the government’s share 
of their retirement and healt# programs) ; 
the privilege of “franked” ms* (with reim- 
bursement. required of equivalent postage 
to the. Postal Service) , ply the provision 
of such offlce_ space and eqjrpment, the cost 
of communications, and ojffiravel and related 
expense's as'Congress mayjniow. 

The actual annual c*t of benefits thus 
paid out has varied wljth the former Presi- 
dent-beneficiaries. Comparisons are not 
altogether helpful, bi m former President Tru- 
man In 1972, wh*j occupying rent-free 
space In. the Ttyman Library, received 
$122,376, this beiiy his last full year of such 
assistance. In thqfsame year, which was. also 
his last, full yeajr former President Johnson 
received' $206, 5ajT in such benefits. 

President F/rd’s request In behalf of 
Mr. Nixon w* for $400,000, and Included 
$55,000, reprepnting ll/12ths of Mr. Nixon’s 
pension In t/ls Federal fiscal year; the full 
$96,000 for /staff, plus another $8,000 for 
their relal/d benefits; the cost of office 
equipment/ estimated at $50,000, and the 
cost of “fcmmunicatlons” (most of which 
would be/for postage) estimated at $35,000; 
printing/costs estimated at $10,000; travel 
expense/ for Mr. Nixon and two staff aides 
estimalfed at $10,000; $110,000 towards the 
cost m a. proposed vault to be built In a 


subcommittee 
ise — is subject 
modification as 
Appropriations 
and the Senate, 
ro help an outgoing 


Federal facility near San Clemente, Cali- 
fornia, to temporarily house some of the 
classified Nixon papers, and, finally, $26,000 
ill “miscellaneous” expenses. 

The House Appropriations Subcommittee 
(on which I am the ranking Republican 
Member) handling the request, disallowed 
specifically the moneys requested for the 
proposed vault and recommended that all 
such Nixon papers and tapes should continue 
to be held by the Ford Administration and 
not removed to California until after SpeclaJ” 
Prosecutor Jaworski and the courts had coj 
eluded the still-pending Watergate 
quiries. The subcommittee specifj4Elly 
allowed the $55,000 requested for Mr. NKon’s 
pension, but then reduced the ove®il re- 
quest to a proposed total of $15g$>00 — in 
effect leaving it to Mr. Nixon to aJWcate the 
remaining $98,000 as might best dr his needs 
as a former President betweay next Feb- 
ruary 9th and June 30th, tjjr end of the 
present Federal fiscal year. " 
action — obviously a comp 
as this Is written to suj 
may be made by the 
Committee, or the Ho' 

Transition moneys 
President “wind up’Siis Presidential affairs 
are available only dJFing the first six months 
after he has left oJRe; thus to next February 
9th, in Mr. NixoiMTcase. Under the PTA, they 
are limited to M00, 000 to be shared between 
the outgoing^Fresiient and an incoming 
President, anj/are Intended to be used again 
for suitableJSmporary office space and equip- 
ment, staffwalaries and benefits, the cost of 
postage. Ml travel, and the like. President 
Ford wyved any such benefits, but re- 
questeythe full $450,000 (one half of the 
authorized total) for Mr. Nixon’s benefit, 
citiiy the outgoing President’s need to reply 
to ^ne 350,000 accumulated letters addressed 
tqftilm, and his need to begin to sort and 
/classify the mass of personal and public 
Supers left behind In Washington after his 
^precipitate departure therefrom in August. 

For obvious reasons, only outgoing Presi- 
dent Johnson was eligible for aid under this 
Act. Comparisons again are not altogether 
helpful since Mr. Johnson had some nine 
months to get ready to leave office after an- 
louncing his decision not to stand for re- 
flection. Nevertheless, he did receive $375,000 
such benefits under the PTA’s authority, 
1th another $75,000 worth of such benefits 
"lng to Hubert Humphrey, as outgoing Vice 

F®Sldeut. 

jr subcommittee reduced the $450,000 
Fodj. request to $245,000 — in part in light 
of tV* fact that Mr. Ford has, up to now, 
detalSd certain former Nixon White House 
persoiwsl to Mr. Nixon’s use at San Clemente, 
as the^rTA permits him and other Federal 
departrSntal and agency heads to do on a 
non-reiwitursable basis during that same six 
months pfaiod. Again, the subcommittee ac- 
tion is suwpet to full Committee, ot House 
and Senatelfeodiflc&tlon. 

Thus, at 'fcis writing, the Ford total of 
$850,000 liafugbeen tentatively reduced to 
$398,000 — inclffeing $55,000 for the Nixon 
pension to whiefe he appears to be legally en- 
titled whatever cfce’s opinion of him. 

I recognize full^eell that some critics think 
Mr. Nixon shouldfcreceive nothing further 
in such Federal berk fits — and Congress may 
eventually bow in mat direction of public 
opinion. I have no pwsonal enthusiasm for 
supporting the subc.odfenittee’s action. Nev- 
ertheless, it seems to mfltthat Mr. Nixon does 
face a problem in dealing with his mail and 
his papers, and that, delate the nature of 
his leaving office, he shoul\not be left high 
and dry, as it were, to solvetthe same on his 
own; not, that is, un!ess\ Congress now- 
wishes to reconsider the intent and avail- 
ability of the benefits so that “good” Presi- 
dents receive benefits in excess of those now 


authorized, ‘jJTerage” Presidents receive the 
currently awthorized amounts, and ■ “bad” 
PresidentMBbeive nothing. 

Kindedjregards, 

Rcerely yours, 

Howard W. Robison, 

Member of Congress. 

^The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
^previous order of the House the gentle- 
man from California (Mr. Don H. Clau- 
sen) is recognized for 30 minutes. 

IMr. DON H. CLAUSEN addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear hereaf- 
ter in the Extensions of Remarks.] 


SURVEILLANCE OF PRIVATE AMER- 
ICAN CITIZENS BY THEIR GOV- 
ERNMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Ohio (Mr. Mosher) , is rec- 
ognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Speaker, I have re- 
quested this special order so that I may 
speak briefly about an extremely serious 
matter, surveillance of private American 
citizens by their Government. 

Earlier tills year, on April 2, I joined 
with many of my colleagues in another 
special order, on the subject of rights to 
privacy. At that time, I noted, “when 
Government agents are turned loose at 
the whim of bureaucrats and politicians 
to search our homes, seize our papers and 
tap our telephones without any prior ju- 
dicial approval, the most Important lib- 
erties of a free people are eroded.” 

To remedy what I believe is a very 
alarming trend in the executive branch 
toward increased Government surveil- 
lance without prior court orders, I joined 
with our former colleague, Senator Mao 
Mathias, to coauthor the Bill of Rights 
Procedures Act of 1974. 

That bill, which was first Introduced 
in the House on May 2 as H.R. 14564, re- 
quires that the Federal Government must 
obtain, in all cases, court orders for the 
interception of communications by elec- 
tronic and other devices, for the entering 
of any residence, for the opening of any 
mail and for the inspection or procure- 
ment of certain records. 

Last month, the House Republican 
Task .Force on Privacy, of which I am a 
member, issued its preliminary report — 
reprinted in the Congressional Record 
of September 13. In the report’s section 
on surveillance, we unanimously stated: 

The Task Foret on Privacy is deeply 
disturbed by the increasing incidence at un- 
regulated, clandestine Govemmen’ surveil- 
lance based solely on administrative or 
executive authority. 

In summarizing its findings in the area 
of surveillance, the report says: 

Tire Task Force feels that surveillance Is so 
repugnant to the right to Individual privaoy 
and due process that Its use should be con- 
fined to exceptional circumstances. The Task 
Force further feels that no agent of federal, 
state, or local government should be per- 
mitted to conduct any form surveillance, In- 
cluding wire-tapping of U.S. citizens In na- 
tional security cases, without having demon- 
strated probable cause and without having 
obtained the approval of a court of competent 
jurisdiction. The Task Force recommends en- 
actment of new legislation, to prohibit the 


Approved For Release 2001/11/01 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000500310001-6 


tt Approved For Release 2001/11/01 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000500310001-6 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE September 25 , 19 U 


unauthorised surveillance by any means, and 
further recommends that existing laws by 
clarified to the extent this may be necessary 
to ensure that no agent of tire government 
shall have the authority to conduct any sur- 
veillance os any American citizen for any 
reason without first obtaining a court order. 

The Task Force believes that this proposal 
would not lessen the capability of the gov- 
ernment to protect and defend the American, 
people, but would go a long way toward as- 
suring the individual citizen that his consti- 
tutional rights Win not be abridged by gov- 
ernment without due process of law. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleated to In- 
form you that five of my colleagues oil 
the Task: Force on Privacy today joined 
me In retintroducing the Bill of Rights 
Procedures Act. The very able chairman 
of the task force, Mr. Goldw.ter, and 
my fellow members, Mr. Conian, Mrs. 
Heckler, Mr. Lagomarsino, and Mr. 
Thone, are cosponsoring the bill I placed 
in the hopper today. 

I am grateful for their support and in- 
volvement, and I look forward to the 
added support of many more Members. 
During the next few weeks, I will be ac- 
tively seeking additional cosponsors for 
the Bill of Rights Procedures Act of 1974. 

At this point, I would like to present a 
brief summary of the legislation I am ad- 
vocating here today. It is my sincere hope 
that the Judiciary Committee will be able 
to act upon this proposal as expeditiously 
as possible. 

Summary of Bill of Rights Froce hsres Act 
of 1974 

The key provision of the proposed Bill of 
Rights Procedures Act is thttt it would re- 
quire any Federal government agent to ob- 
tain a court order before he or she may con- 
duct any form of surveillance on a private 
citizen. Probable cause would have to be 
demonstrated before the court order could 
be Issued, and the warrant must be specific 
in Its particulars. 

The term "surveillance” includet bugging, 
wiretapping, opening of mail, entering of 
dwellings, sard the inspection or procurement 
of the records of telephone, bank, credit, 
medical or other private transactions. Court 
orders would be required in virtually every in- 
stance, thus clarifying the law and closing 
many loopholes In present statutes. The only 
exceptions made are In the cases of: the 
serving of an arrest warrant, the “hot pur- 
suit” of a criminal, or when the consent of 
the subject individual has been obtained. 

A penalty of up to $10,000 and/or a year 
Imprisonment Is provided for any govern- 
ment official, employee, or agent who will- 
fully violates or causes the violation of this 
legislation. 

The bill requires that within thirty days 
after application has been made for a court 
order the applicant must file a report with: 
the Administrative Office of the U.3. Courts 
and with the Committees on the Judiciary of 
the House and Senate. Follow-up reports on 
approved surveillance activities would also be 
required. 

The Bill of Rights Procedures Act Is In- 
tended primarily to reinforce the protec- 
tions provided by the Fourth Amendment to 
the Constitution. That section assures "the 
right of tlie people to be secure in their per- 
sons, houses, papers and effects against un- 
reasonable searches and seizures.” This leg- 
islation is also directly relevant to the First 
Amendment {freedom of speech, assembly, 
etc.) and the Fourteenth Amendment (equal 
protection) . 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join Congressman Charles 
Mosher in this special order marking 


Lite introduction of ids legislation en- 
titled a Bill of Rights Procedures Act of 
1974. This legislation will definitively 
and conclusively spellout the circum- 
stances and procedures under which the 
Federal Government can legally conduct 
surveillance for law enforcement pur- 
poses on citizens of the United States. 

As the chairman of the House of Rep- 
resentatives Republican Task Force on 
Privacy, I believe this bill to be of spe- 
cial significance. The ‘ Surveillance” sec- 
tion of that rejiort reads as follows : 

The Task Force feels that, surveillance Is so 
"repugnant to the right to individual privacy 
and due process that its uses should be con- 
fined to exceptional circumstances. The Task 
Force further feels that no agent of federal, 
state, or local government should he per- 
mitted to conduct any form of surveillance, 
Including wiretapping of U.S. citizens hi na- 
tional security cases, without having dem- 
onstrated probable cause and without hav- 
ing obtained the" approval of a court of com- 
petent Jurisdiction. The Task Force recom- 
mends enactment of, new legislation to pro- 
hibit the unauthorized surveillance by any 
means, and further recotnmends that exist- 
ing laws be clarified to the extent this may 
be necessary to ensure that no agent of the 
government, for any reason, shall have the 
authority to conduct any surveillance on 
any American citizen for any reason without 
first obtaining a court order. (Page 3.) 

Mr. Mosher’s legislation is fully con- 
sistent with the> task force recommenda- 
tions. It will go a long way toward elim- 
inating the technical gray areas and 
traps that have ruined good law enforce- 
ment cases. It will eliminate that vague 
administrative prerogative that encour- 
ages abuse and misuse of the surveil- 
lance power. This legislation will enable 
the law enforcement officer to be certain 
of his authority while ensuring the pro- 
tection of those: basic, inalienable rights 
and liberties we: Americans hold so dear. 

I commend Congressman Mosher's 
legislation to the considered attention 
of my congressional colleagues. 


GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BEGULA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent/ that all Members j 
may have>rermission to extend theij 
remarks on W|^ubjcwf,s of the specif 
order of the geiit^aan from Ohio (J 
Mosher) . 

The SPEAKER pro teStoore (Mr. Mc- 
Fall) . Is there objection raMfre revest 
of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 


OWE! 


DELINQUENT FOREIGN DEBJ 
UNITED STATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House.Jthe gentle- 
man from Arkansas (Mr. a/exander) is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr./3peaker, tins 
week the Economic Sumiftit Conference 
will convene In Washington. In review- 
ing the agenda, I am surprised to discover 
the delinquent foreign /tebt owed to the 
United States, which tf<ceeds $60 billion, 
is not included. In hopes that this im- 
portant matter map be considered, I 
have forwarded tlje following Jetter to 
President Ford : 



House op Heplesemtativks, 
Washington, D.C., September ?.3. 197§ 
President Geram Ford, 

The White House, 

Washington, n.C. 

Hear Mr. President: This letter Is 
with the hope that yc.u w ill give thoq 
consideration to ' adding a subject 
agenda of your Economic Summit 
this week. That subject, j S th e 
foreign debt owed to the United StJ 

Briefly, the situation is thjs. TTJ? Foreign 
Operations and Government Iyormation 
Subcommittee of the House CoJuniTtee on 
Government Operations, of width I am a 
Member, has been coi duct*g detailed 
studios for five years of the plbblem of de- 
linquent international debts# and unpaid 
claims owed to the United Stttes. Our find- 
ings show more than TOO Suntries a! the 
i r.orlct are delinquent in paMng their ilebts, 
including nations that ar.3now prosperous. 
Some are now gouging u3vA1.li high prices 
for their oil. 

The Departments of /tote, Defense and 
Treasury are pushing deft collection in some 
countries but failing Alterably in several 
other key nations, sue# as France and Iran, 
The total foreign delH owed to the United 
States is still groypng rather than de- 
creasing. This tide _/nus:t be reversed I'm 
sure you will agree .4 

T respectfully urj# that the Economic Sum- 
mit address LselJPto the following courses 
of action : 

1 . The launch^g of a top-priority effort to 
collect dellnqudpt debts and unpaid claims 
owed to the Uqpced States; 

* 2. Asking 11 ^ 
erate their 
time of need 

3. Urging 
full amouif 
United Sti 

4 ReeMfhg new creative ways to make it 
possiblejtor the leas developed nations to 
meet tJJMr debt obligations to the United 
States/uch as the bill, H.R. 6061, which you 
co pe Jfsored as a Member of the House of 
ReprJentatlves in the current session of 
Confess. 

* President, I am suro the American peo- 
id the Congress would applaud the 'ln- 
don of this subject on the agenda of the 
anomic Summit. In any event, I would 
Featly appreciate it if you would kindly in- 
lude this letter In the record of your pro- 
be edings. 

With kind regards, 

Faithfully yours, 

linn. Alexander, 
Member of Congress. 


' prosperous nations to accel- 
bt payments to help us in our 
fend 

do oil-rich nations to pay the 
I of debts and claims owed to the 


REMARKS OF CONGRESSMAN GON- 
ZALEZ IF HE COULD PARTICIPATE 
IN PRESIDENT’S CONFERENCE ON 
ECONOMICS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Texas (Mr. Gonzalez) is rec- 
ed for 5 minutes. 

n Speaker, the 
inotnic thinkers 
•s and economic 
:ars in advice — 
iimplified sum- 
mostly already 
nother meeting 
omplaints — and 
the fate of 

stockbrokers. 

All this summitry mort^han faintly 
resembles the one contrihuoSte of Hitler’s 
finance minister, one Schmidt, who as- 
sembled a national meeting to discuss 
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ordered tp%e printed In the Record, as 
follows: 

^g. 3439 

Be it enacted Senate and House 

-<tf Representatives o/ Tfce United States of 
America in Congress a&miblcd, That this 
Aet may be cited as 1 ‘ N a 1 i o n al Fuel 
ficonomy Testing Act o I 10WL\ 

Sbc. 2. lB57f-p.(a) (1), Title\2 of the 
United States Code is hereby arn^nded by 
adding after the first, sentence the fonuwing: 
‘‘Concurrently with such testing the Admin- 
istrator shall determine and publish Xhe 
SoE^g 00 omy of such vehicles and engines.” 

* By Mr. MATHIAS (for himself, 
'• Mr. Manseeelb, Mr. Ervin, Mr. 

- Javits, Mr. Hart, and Mr. 

Pearson) ’ 

=8. <3440. A bill ±o reguire in all cases 
■court orders for the interception of com- 
■nruhicatlons by electronic and other de- 
vices, for the enteijpg of any residence, 
for the opening of any mail, for the in- 
spection or procurement of certain rec- 
ords. and for other purposes. Referred 
to the Committee on the JudigfaryT 

•A EEOPOSAL TO STRENEIIIEN CONSTITUTIONAL 


CMr. MATHIAg -Mr. President, we have 
Arrived at a critical turning point in 
•American history. While It is difficult to 
’draw back and look objectively at events 
<uf recent years, arid while it is difficult 
to separate the .travesty of a political 

burglary and the subsequent coverup 

from the larger and more Important is- 
sues, It is vital for the survival of democ- 
racy in the United .States that we do so. 
The revelations of Watergate have in- 
cluded, to our sorrow as well as to our en- 
lightenment, evidence that suggests cov- 
ert attacks. upo.n.sQn.stitutional.govern- 
ment. The object of these attempts would 
have been to subiititu|e arbitrary and 
-secretive procedures for the open proc- 
esses of our constitutional government 
tn the interests of “efficiency,” “national 
security” or emotional calls to patriotism. 
It has further been revealed that some of 


recourse . to. alleged "higher necessities” 
such as “national security” or “foreign 
policy." ’ 

Th§ increasing demands of technology 
and the growing power of bureaucratic 
-structures have proven to be the greatest 
threat to human freedom and, indeed, to 
the survival of humanity itself. Water- 
gate is merely another reminder, of the 
great dangers that face not only democ- 
racy in the United States but human 
freedom everywhere. The most pressing 
hangers are not from our potential ene- 
mies but from, our own uncontrolled 
power. The ultimate concern is survival; 
but the choice Is. our own. Shall we be 
ruled by technology and be, overwhelmed 
by nuclear, annihilation, or, shall we 
make technology serve the needs of man? 
We .can control, the technology of nu- 
WWOhs only, by agreements be- 
tween nations and within nations to re- 
move the scourge of nuclear war and the 
threat of nuclear annihilation. 

No less significant than the overhang- 
ing apocalyptic dangers of uncontrolled 
technology are the dangers posed by the 
Imperatives of efficient bureaucracies 
and increasingly centralized power. We 


are witnesses to the fact that some of 
those in power over the years, here and 
elsewhere, have used the "needs of 
state,” "national security,” or “foreign 
policy,” or similar euphemisms as rea- 
sons to set aside rational debate and 
open inquiry upon national issues so nec- 
essary to the effective operation of con- 
stitutional processes. Let there be no 
mistake about it. Watergate is symto- 
matlc of larger threats to our liberties, 
threats latent In our society for many 
years. 

How the Congress, the courts and the 
people act in the coming months will de- 
termine, in large measure, whether the 
United States will return to an open, 
truly democratic Government whose de- 
cisions are made upon the basis of full 
and reasoned debate by all three 
branches in their several ways, or 
whether it will make its major decisions 
outside of prescribed constitutional proc- 
esses and continue along the path of au- 
thoritarian rule. This is the underlying 
challenge we must face; and this is the 
challenge to freedom we must overcome. 

The particular wrongs revealed by 
Watergate are in the process of being 
corrected. The courts are acting upon 
the Investigations and findings of the 
Special Prosecutor’s office. We can ex- 
pect at the end of 2 or 3 years, as Special 
Prosecutor Leon Jaworski has recently 
informed us, that all those implicated in 
Watergate will be brought before the 
bar of justice and through trials by their 
peers will receive judgment. 

Congress has already begun to take 
steps to correct, through legislation, 
abuses that have been revealed by Water- 
gate. Significant steps have already been 
made on campaign reform. And other re- 
forms will be made following upon the 
findings made by the Senate Special 
Committee on Watergate Issues when It 
issues its final report at the end of this 
month. 

The most important impact of Water- 
gate has been on the public. Through the 
press, TV, and journals, citizens through- 
out this land have begun to examine not 
only the quality of government, but the 
fundamental purposes of our Govern- 
ment. It is my view that the work of 
journalists, scholars, and lawyers and 
people in every profession and walk of 
life will contribute to the growing con- 
cern that safeguards to our constitutional 
government be strengthened, so that en- 
croachments made by those who would 
have the United States governed by arbi- 
trary power will not be made again. 

The greatest task that faces the Con- 
gress is to repair the cracks in the foun- 
dations of our constitutional government 
revealed by Watergate. The most serious 
of the many Watergate issues that has 
been revealed are contained in the so- 
called Huston Plan which, by the Presi- 
dent’s own admission in his speech of 
May 22, authorized activities which 
abridged the guarantees of the fourth 
amendment. 

The fourth amendment of the Bill of 
Rights provides: 

The right of the people to be secure In their 
persons, houses, papers, and effects, against 
unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not 
be violated, and no Warrants shall Issue, but 


upon probably cause, supported by Oath or 
affirmation, and particularly describing the 
place to be searched, and the persons or 
things to be seized. 

It is evident from the various Water- 
gate investigations that protections of 
individuals under the fourth amendment 
had been repeatedly violated. It is also 
evident that it is the duty of the Con- 
gress to establish through statute what is 
meant by “unreasonable searches and 
seizures.” 

The Supreme Court in its decision. 
United States against United States Dis- 
trict Court for the Eastern District of 
Michigan et al. of June 19, 1972, urged 
the Congress to clarify the Issue with 
regard to so-called national security 
matters, because no statutory guidelines 
exist. The Safe Streets Act of 1968 pro- 
vided guidelines delimiting the activities 
of our law enforcement officers in the 
domestic criminal area. Watergate, the 
Houston Plan, and the many examples 
of abuse of the fourth amendment re- 
vealed by current investigations make it 
necessary, in my view, to meet the chal- 
lenges posed by these abuses by remedial 
statutory action. 

The problems raised by Watergate 
which have threatened the efficacy of 
the fourth amendment were well under- 
stood by Justice Brandeis in his opinion 
written for the Olmstead case in 1927 
(277 U.S. 438) which in a prophetic way 
foretold many of the problems we have 
only now come to realize as such threats 
to our liberties : 

Time works changes, brings into existence 
new conditions and purposes. Therefore a 
principle to capable of wider application 
than the mischief which gave it birth. 

This is peculiarly true of constitutions. 
They are not ephemeral enactments, designed 
to meet passing occasions. They are, to use 
the words of Chief Justice Marshall "designed 
to approach immortality as nearly as human 
institutions ean approach it.” The future is 
their care and provision for events of good 
and bad tendencies of which no prophecy 
can be made. In the application of a con- 
stitution, therefore, our contemplation can- 
not be only of what has been but of wbat 
may be. Under any other rule a constitution 
would indeed be as easy as applioation as 
it would be deficient in efficacy and power. 
Its general principles would have little value 
and be converted by precedent into impotent 
and lifeless formulas. RightB declared in 
words might be lost in reality. 

When the Fourth and Fifth Amendments 
were adopted, "the form that evil had there- 
tofore taken,” had been necessarily simple. 
Force and violence were then the only means 
known to man by which a Government could 
directly effect self-incrimination. It would 
compel the individual to testify — a compul- 
sion effected, if need be, by torture. 

It could secure possession of his papers 
and other articles incident to his private 
life— a seizure effected, if need be, by break- 
ing and entry. Protection against such inva- 
sion of "the sanctities of a man’s home and 
the privacies of life” was provided in the 
Fourth and Fifth Amendment by specific 
language. Boyd v. United States, 116 U.S. 616, 
630. But “time works changes, brings into 
existence new conditions and purposes,” 
Subtler and more far-reaching means of In- 
vading privacy have become available to the 
Government. Discovery and invention have 
made it possible for the Government, by 
means far more effective than stretching 
upon the rack, to obtain disclosure in court 
of what is whispered in the closet. 
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With Justice Braudels’ admonitions in 
mind, I introduce today (with Mr. Mans- 
field, Mr. Ervin, Mr. Javits, Mr. Hart, 
and Mr. Pearson) a biU which would 
strengthen the guarantees of privacy 
contained in the fourth amendment. The 
bill, entitled, the Bill of Rights Proce- 
dures Act Of 1974, would, if enacted, pro- 
vide firm statutory guidelines for “rea- 
sonable searches and seizures,’ required 
because there was probable cause that a 
crime lias been or was about to’ be 
committed. 

In our view, the protections of ihe 
fourth amendment should not be limited 
by any arbitrary action on the part of 
the executive branch or any of the three 
branches. Exceptions for any cause, in- 
cluding so-called "national security,’’ 
should be made only in accord with con- 
stitutional processes, in these cases with 
the requirement of a Federal court order, 
an accounting of Ihe reasons for the ex- 
ception, and the disposition of the actions 
taken under the exception in reports 
made to the appropriate judicial and 
congressional bodies who shall :in turn be 
required to protect the privacy of the 
individuals concerned as provided by the 
fourth amendment. The record of actions 
taken would be made available , with ap- 
propriate protections for Individuals, in 
order to assure that those in the Con- 
gress and the courts who must maintain 
oversight do not, in turn, abuse the 
fourth amendment they are under oath 
to protect. 

I know that this bill will receive thor- 
ough consideration by the Senate and the 
House, and that if enacted, would do 
much to strengthen the freedom guar- 
anteed by the Constitution and the Bill 
of Rights. 

It is, perhaps, only when our freedom 
has been threatened that we come to an 
understanding of how precious liberty is 
to the human spirit. The troubled times 
which we now live in are a warning that 
we must act to protect our basic liberties. 
It is up to us in the Congress;, particu- 
larly, to take those reasonable steps 
which the times so passionately call for, 
and carry out our responsibilities to de- 
fend the Constitution by enacting statu- 
tory guidelines to assure that tire Consti- 
tution and Bill of Rights remain secure 
from the assaults of arbitrary power. 

In conclusion, I would like to turn once 
again to the profound, still relevant and 
stirring words of the last paragraph of 
Justice Brandeis’ opinion in Olmstead 
against United States written about 45 
years ago: 

Decency, security and liberty alike demand 
that Government officials shall bo subjected 
to the same rules of conduct that are com- 
mands to the cltlsien. In a government of 
laws, existence of the Government will bo 
imperiled If It falls to observe the law scru- 
pulously. Our Government Is the potent, 
the omnipresent teacher. For good or for 111, 
it teaches the whole people by Its example. 
Crime is contagious. If the Government be- 
comes a lawbreaker, It breeds contempt for 
law; it invites every man to become a law' 
unto himself; It Invites anarchy. To declare 
that in the administration of the criminal 
law the end Justifies the means- -to declare 
that the Government may commit crimes 
in order to secure the conviction of a private 
citizen — would bring terrible retribution. 


Against that pernicious doctrine this Court 
should resolutely set Its face. 

In my view, it is necessary that the 
Congress also must resolutely set its face 
against criminal actions taken by the 
Government under the guise of “National 
security” or some such vagaries which 
amount to little more than the ends 
justifying the means. 

We have had clear and unmistakable 
warning, and it is time to act td remove 
these encroachments upon our cherished 
fi eedoms. 

in introducing this bill today, we do 
so with the full recognition that in the 
process of hearings and debate and 
study, that changes in particular detail 
will be required. We introduce this bill 
with the hope that through rational dis- 
course and the consideration of the issue 
by as many of our colleagues as possible, 
that we can arrive at a just and effective 
legislative solution to a very serious 
fundamental constitutional problem that 
how confronts us. 

My colleagues are aware that the Joint 
Subcommittee of the Constitutional 
Rights Subcommittee and Administra- 
tive Practices Subcommittee of the Ju- 
d ciary Committee and a Special Sub- 
committee of the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee have been working together over 
tlie past 6 months under the able and 
dedicated joint chairmanship of Sena- 
tors Ervin, Kennedy, and Mtjskie respec- 
tively, to deal with the problems cre- 
ated by the absence of adequate con- 
si itutional processes in areas such as 
those that have been revealed in recent 
wire tap cases. This bill Is, in large meas- 
ure, a result of the fruits of 6 months of 
inquiry, study, and consideration by the 
joint subcommittees. 

We invite the comments and sugges- 
tions of our colleagues and the opinions 
a id views and suggestions of those agen- 
cies in the executive branch, in the State 
governments and in bar associations and 
universities throughout the country, so 
that we might come up with the best 
possible solution to this problem. But we 
believe that it is essential that we begin 
to take steps to meet this challenge to 
constitutional processes, and the bill we 
introduce today is submitted in the spirit 
of seeking a solution. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in ihe Record. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the Record, as 
follows: 

S, 3440 

Be it enacted By the Senate and House af 
Representatives of the United, States of 
A merica in, Congress assembled. That this 
Act may be cited as the "BUI of Bights Pro- 
cedures Act of 1974”. 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSES 

Sec. 2. (a) The Congress hereby finds and 
declares that — 

(1) the rights of the people of the United 
Slates under the Constitution of the United 
States are endangered by interception of 
communications, other electronic surveil- 
lance, the entry of dwellings, opening mail, 
and the inspection of and procuring of the 
records of telephone, bank, credit, medical, 
or other business or private transactions of 
any individual when undertaken by officials, 
agents, or employees of the United States 
without a court order issued upon probable 


cause that a crime has been or Is about 
to be committed, supported by oath or af- 
firmation and particularly describing the 
place to be searched, and the persons or 
things to be seized. 

(2) the constitutional duty of the Con- 
gress to make the laws and to provide for 
the common defense, and the constitutional 
duty of the President to execute the law’s 
and to command the Armed Forces and other 
security forces according to rules and regu- 
lations made by the Congress, would not be 
Impeded by requiring court orders for any 
interception of communications, other elec- 
tronic surveillance, the entry of dwellings, 
opening mall, or the Inspection of and pro- 
curing of the records of telephone, bank, 
credit, medical, or other business or private 
transactions of any individual: 

(3) the constitutional duty of the Con- 
gress to make laws to protect the national 
security of the United Sl ates and the con- 
stitutional duty of the President to execute 
such laws should not limit the rights of In- 
dividuals under the Constitution of the 
United States. Any interception of commu- 
nications, other than electronic surveillance, 
the entry of dwellings, opening mail, or the 
inspection of and procuring of the records 
of telephone, bank, credit, medical, or other 
business or private transactions of any indi- 
vidual which Is undertaken on any grounds, 
Including but not limited to. national se- 
curity or foreign policy, without a court order 
Issued upon probable cause that a crime 
has been or is about to be committed, sup- 
ported by oath or affirmation and partic- 
ularly. describing the place to be searched 
and the persons or things to be seized, con- 
stitutes “an unreasonable search and seiz- 
ure” within the meaning of the fourth 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 

(b) It is therefore the purpose of this Act 
to prohibit any Interception of communica- 
tion, other electronic surveillance, surrepti- 
tious entry, mail opening, or the inspection 
oi and procuring of the record of telephone, 
bank, credit, medical or other business or 
private transaction of any Individual with- 
out a court order issued upon probable cause 
that a crime has been or is about to be com- 
mitted supported by oath or affirmation and. 
particularly describing the place to be 
searched and the persons or things to be 
seized. 

SEARCHES AND SEIZURES 

Sec. 3. Section 2236 of title 18. United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“$ 2238. Searches without warrant 

•'(a) Whoever, being an officer, agent, or 
employee of the United States or any de- 
partment or agency thereof willfully — 

“(1) searches any private dwelling used 
and occupied as a dwelling without a war- 
rant directing such search or maliciously 
and without reasonable cause searches any 
other building or property without a search 
warrant; 

“(2) procures or Inspects the records of 
telephone calls, bank, credit, medical or 
other business or private transactions of any 
individual without a search warrant or the 
consent of the individual; 

“(3) opens any foreign or domestic mail 
not directed to him without a search war- 
rant directing such opening or without the 
consent of the sender or addressee of such 
mall in violation of section 3623(d) of title 
39; or 

“(4) intercepts, endeavors to intercept, 
procures any other person to intercept any 
wire or oral communication except as au- 
thorized under chapter 1 19; 
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or Im- 
prisoned not more than one year, or both. 

“(b)(1) The provisions of section (a)(1) 
shall not apply to any person — 

‘‘(A) serving a warrant of arrest; 
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"(B) arresting or attempting to arrest a 
person committing or attempting to com- 
mit an Offense In Tils presence, or who has 
committed or Is suspected on reasonable 
orounds of having committed a felony; or 
" (C) making a 'search at the request or 
invitation or with the (consent of the occu- 
pant of the premises. . , ,. 

Mj/gv For purposes of subsection (a) tne 
terms ‘wire communication’, ‘oral communi- 
cation’, and ‘Intercept’ shall have the same 
meaning as given to such terms under chap- 
ter 119.” 

OF WIRE OR ORAL 

COMMUNICATIONS 

Sec. 4. (a) Section 2511(1) of such title 18 
Is amended hy striking out “Except as other- 
wise specifically provided In this chapter 
and Inserting In lieu thereof “Exeept as spe- 
cifically provided In this chapter, and ex- 
cept as specifically provided In chapter 109 In 
the case of any officer, agent or employee of 

the United States,”. 

ft)) Sections' 2511(3), 2518(7), 2518(d), 
and the last sentence of section 2520 of such 
title 18 are repealed. 

REPORTING OF INTERCEPTED 
•isoiMCirrniCATioNS 

Sec. 5. (a) Section 2519 of such title 18 
Is amended to read as follows: 

"S2fil9- Reports concerning Intercepted wire, 
oral, arid other communications. 


"(a) Within thirty days after the date 
of an order authorizing or approving the In- 
terception of a wire or oral communication 
(or each extension thereof) entered under 
section 2518, or the denial of an order ap- 
proving an Interception, the person seeking 
eueh order shall report to the Administrative 
Office of the United States Courts and to the 
Committees on 'the Judiciary of the Senate 
and House of Representatives — 

■ 1 ,( 1 ) the fact that an' order or extension 
was applied for; , 

■" (2) the kind of order or extension applied 

for.; 

*S(3) the fact that the order or extension 
was granted as applied for, was modified, or 
was denied; 

"(4) the period of Interceptions author- 
ized by the order, and the number and dura- 
tion of any extensions Of the order; 

“ (g) the names of all parties to the In- 
tercepted corfimunlcatlons; 

<■ (6) the offense specified In the order or 
application, or extension or an order; 

"( 7 ) the Identity Of the investigative or 
law enforcement Officer and agency making 
the application and the person authoriz- 
ing -the application to be made; 

*‘,(8) a copy of the court order authorizing, 
approving, or denying such Interception; 

,(-9 ) the nature of the facilities from 
which or the piade where communications 
were Intercepted. 

“(b) Within 60 days' after the date of an 
order authorizing or approving the Inter- 
ception of a wire or oral communication (or 
extension thereof) entered under section 
2518, or the denial of an order approving 
an Interception, the (Judge hearing the ap- 
plication for suSh order shall transmit to 
ea* Committees on the Judiciary of the 
Senate and House of Representatives a com- 
plete transcript of the proceedings. 

“ (c) Within 90 days after the date of an 
order authorizing or approving the inter- 
ception of a wire or oral communication 
(or each extension thereof) entered under 
section 2518, and within 60 days after the 
termination of any such interception, the 
person authorized to make such intercep- 
tion shall report to the Administrative Of- 
fice of the United States Courts and to the 
Committees on the Judiciary of the Senate 
and. House of Representatives the disposition 
of all records' (Including any logs or sum- 
maries of any such Interception) of any such 
Interception and the Identity of and action 


taken by all Individuals who had access to 
any such interception.” 

(b) (1) Any Information transmitted or 
submitted, pursuant to section 2519(a) (5) 
of title 18,' United States Code (as added 
by subsection (a) of this section) , to the 
Congress or to any standing, special, or select 
committee of either House of Congress or 
to any joint committee of the two Houses 
of Congress, shall be treated as a confi- 
dential communication and kept secret. 

(2) Paragraph (1) of this subsection Is 
enacted by the Congress — 

(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
©f the Senate and House of Representatives, 
respectively, and as such shall be considered 
as a part of the rules of each House, respec- 
tively, or of that House to which it specifically 
applies, and such rule shall supersede other 
rules only to the extent that they are in- 
consistent therewith, and 

(B) with full recognition of the consti- 
tutional right of either House to change 
such rule (so far as it relates to the pro- 
cedure In such House) at any time. In the 
same manner, and to the same extent as in 
the ease of any other rule of such House. 

REPORTING AUTHORIZATIONS TO OPEN MAIL 

Sec. 6. Chapter 205 of such title 18, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof “the 
following new section: 

“5 8117. Reporting requirements In the case 
of warrants Issued authorizing 
the opening of mall 

"(a) Within 30 days after the date of is- 
suance of a warrant to open any mail or 
the denial of such a warrant the person 
seeking such warrant shall report to the 
Administrative Office of the United States 
Courts and to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary of the Senate and House of Representa- 
tives — _. 

“(1) the fact that a warrant was applied 

for; . 

"(2) the fact that the warrant was Issued 
as applied for, was modified, or was denied; 
“(3) the offense specified in the warrant; 
“(4) the Identity of the Investigative or 
law enforcement officer and the agency mak- 
ing' the application and the person authoriz- 
ing the application to be made; 

“(5) the names of the sender and addressee 
of all mail opened pursuant to such warrant; 
“(6) a copy of the approved warrant; 

■'(7) the nature of the facilities from which 
or the place where any such mall was opened; 
and 

“(8) the disposition of all records (In- 
cluding any log, copy, or summary) of any 
such mail or the contents of such mall and 
the identity of and action taken by all In- 
dividuals who had access to any such mail. 

“(b) Within 60 days after the date of any 
warrant authorizing the opening of any 
mail, or the denial of any such warrant, the 
judge hearing the application for such war- 
rant shall transmit to the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives a complete transcript of the 
proceeding.” 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENT 

Sec. 7. The analysis of chapter 205 of such 
title 18 Is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new item: 

”3117. Reporting authorizations to open 
mall.” 


MGHTS PROCEDURES ACT OP 1974 


'Mr HART^Mr. President, I am pleased 
to'jmn TTie Senator from Maryland, (Mr. 
Mathias) and several other colleagues in 
sponsoring the BiU of Rights Procedures 
Act of 1974. It is my hope this will mark 
an important turning point in the exer- 
cise of Congress responsibility to insure 
compliance with the spirit and the letter 
of the Bill of Rights. 

Several weeks ago, in a statement on 


the variety of threats to our privacy 
posed by Government abuse of its powers, 

I noted the dangers of Government offi- 
cials eavesdropping on the private con- 
versations of political opponents or of 
those who opposed particular policies: 

Many of these actions by our government 
have been defended on grounds of “national 
security,” but we have come to understand 
that there Is a wide range of constitutional 
abuses a determined political operative can 
seek to have excused under that mantle. And, 
indeed, the American people realize that. 

A recent poll, for example, showed that 
75 percent of those Interviewed considered 
“wiretapping and spying under the excuse 
of ‘national security’ as a serious threat to 
people’s privacy.” 

Among the steps I urged to combat this 
danger was an immediate Presidential 
order that no wiretapping, bugging or 
breaking and entering be carried out 
without authority of an independent 
court order. And I suggested that the 
President and Congress should together 
pass permanent legislation codifying 
that safeguard. 

It now appears that we may be able to 
enact legislation sooner than we might 
obtain favorable support from the ad- 
ministration, As Senator Mathias noted, 
this bill is the result of many months of 
research, consideration and consultation 
with legal experts on the problems of 
balancing national security interests 
against the purpose of the fourth 
amendment. 

Those joining in sponsorship of the 
bill today may not be in complete agree- 
ment on every one of its details. Foil 
example, the committee hearings on ifl 
will have to consider any further modi-( 
fication necessary to accommodate Gov J 
eminent surveillance of foreign diplo- 
matic personnel where such surveillance^ 
would not unreasonably threaten the pri- 
vacy of American citizens. 

Also, the sections dealing with the re- 
quirement of a warrant based on prob- 
able cause for Government inspection of 
bank records or other personal records 
may have to be refined to make clear that 
certain regulatory functions will not be 
hindered. 

But the basic Structure of the proposal 
is a reasonable and thoughtfully drawn 
approach and the requirement of a war- 
rant based on probable cause to believe 
a crime has been committed before any 
electronic surveillance Is undertaken is 
the crux of the effort. 

To those who say it would unduly ham- 
per legitimate efforts to prevent sabo- 
tage or espionage, we can suggest they 
examine more closely the present Fed- 
eral criminal code. The variety of sta- 
tutes covering such crimes, combined 
with the several statutes making any at- 
tempt or conspiracy in regard to such of- 
fenses a crime as well, cover even the 
formative stages of any serious threat 
to our national security. At the point 
when activities by Americans present a 
real danger, I believe, the Government 
should be able to establish before a 
magistrate, on the basis of other kinds 
of investigation and surveillance, that 
there is probable cause to believe a crime 
has been or is about to be committed. 

To permit a broader authority for 
wiretapping — whether warrantless taps 
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authorized by the Attorney General, or 
taps authorized by a warrant issued on a 
lesser standard than probable cause of a 
crime— would emasculate the vital pro- 
tection of the fourth amendment. 

The basic design of the fourth amend- 
ment, the simple common sense of the 
Founding Fathers, was to interpose a 
neutral independent magistrate between 
Government officials and unpopular citi- 
zens or political critics. That is the safe- 
guard this bill would insure. 

In the weeks ahead, additional com- 
ments can be made on the significance 
of this measure. 

For now, I wish to commend especially 
the Senator from Maryland (Mi - . 

Mathias), and the other Senators who 
have taken the lead on this problem: 
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 

Ervin) ; the Senator from Maine (Mr. 

Muskie) ; and the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. Kennedy) and their sub- 
committees whose joint hearings have 
been very illuminating. We should also 
acknowledge the groundbreaking effort 
of Senator Nelson's earlier bill along 
similar lines. 

Mr. President, for too many years, the 
magic Incantation “national security — 
stay away” has sufficed to deter the Con- 
gress from examining with a truly criti- 
cal eye many practices which threaten 
our basic liberties. Are these practices 
essential to preserve our Nation’s free- 
dom? Or are they really a threat to our 
freedoms because of their subversive ef- 
fect on the guarantees of the Bill of 
Bights? 

I suspect that hi a great many of these 
areas, Mr. President, we may well find 
that the Emperor really has no clothes 
after all. In the case of warrantless wire- 
taps of American citizens, conducted in 
the name of national security, I have 
concluded that the potential for abuse 
and infringement of constitutional 
rights, far outweighs any incremental 

advantage for legitimate law enforce- 

ment. f^tc amend 

I hope this bill will be careiully 
sidered and supported by our c 


However, the migrant child is truly 
America’s most disinherited child. He 
treks from State to State, traveling 
thousands ol: miles with his parents. His 
living conditions are inhuman. He is 
overfed and undernourished. He is ex- 
posed to deadly pesticides, with inade- 
quate labor safety protection and inade- 
quate health care. 

Migrant children must receive an 
equal chance to receive an education. 
Vet, statistics show that 90 percent of 
all migrant children never finish high 
school. They average only a fourth or 
fifth grade education. 

Slowly, progress is being made in ex- 
panding educational opportunities for 
iiese migrant children. The passage of 
Public Law 89-750 amended the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 to include migrants under the 
sections of title I concerning aid to dis- 
advantaged children. 

The suggestion that we recognize the 
educational needs of migrant children 
the Seventh National Conference on 
Migrant Education is a valid one. But 
the declaration is merely an empty ges- 
ture if we do not request the President 
end Federal agencies affecting migrant 
tducation to conscientiously participate 
i i these activities. We know that na- 
tionai observance weeks in the past have 
demonstrated that attention can be 
trought to pressing problems. 

Our declaration of a National Migrant 
Education Week will certainly demon 
sorate support to future educational prj 
grams to free these children from eco- 
nomic and educational inequality 
I urge your support for this resolution 
vhich will help us to alert othejf to the 
educational needs of these/unigrant 
c uldren. J 


1»U 


ator from Kansas (Mr. Dole), the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota (Mr. Humphrey), 
and the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. In»- 
uye) were added as cosponsors of ys. 
2220 to repeal the “cooly trade” laws/ 

S. 2sB3 / 

At the request of Mr. CransW, the 
Senator from Idaho ' Mr. McClur^i was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2363, /bill to 
amend chapter 39 of title 38/ United 
States Code, relating to automobiles and 
adaptive equipment for certain disabled 
veterans and members of me Armed 
Forces. f 

S. 27H2 / 

At the request of Mr. /Jackson, the 
Senator from Colorado /Mr. Haskell) 
was added as a cospons** of S. 2782 the 
Energy Information Adt. 

S. 2fDl 

At the reguest ofifc. Allen, the Sen- 
ator from West Vjffgiiiia (Mr. Robert C. 
Byrd) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2901, to chan* the date of Veterans 
Day from the/ourth Monday in October 
to November’ 11th. 

/ S. 2»»« 

At th®' request of Mr. Jackson, the 
Senators from New Mexico (Mr. Mon- 
added as a cosponsor of S. 

2 93 y the Indian Health Care Improve- 
mejn Act. 

/ s. n 

/ At the request of Mr Nelson, the Sen- 
ator from Nevada (Mr. Bible), the Sen- 


REREFERRAL OF/A Ttn.T. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mny President, I ask 


unanimous consent 
title 5 


, (t S. 3417, a bill 
the United States 
ivernment organi- 
-to assist Federal 

^ ui jupeung their tax obliga- 

By Mr. MONTOYA (foi ■iUlHSelfi /' >ns under oKy ordinances, be rere- 

-- ~ fer red to thrffcommittee on Post Office 

ai d Civil Service. 

The PRfsiDlNG OFFICER. Without 
ot jectiqjf; it is so ordered. 



Mr. Bentsen, Mr. Chanston, Mr. 
Fulbright, Mr. Kennedy, Mr. 

Mondale, and Mr. Tumney) : , 

S.J. Res. 209. Joint resolution to au- 
thorize and request the President to is- 
sue a proclamation designating May 12- 
18, 1974, as “National Migrant Educa- 
tion Week”. Referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I 
today introducing a joint resolutio; 
declare May 12 through 18, \vik as 
“National Migrant Education Meek." I 
do this in the interest of insttrtjj& better 
continuous education for m jjTimt chil- 
dren and in recognition ofl^vhe work to 
be performed at the SflRnth National 
Conference on MigrangEducation. 

The Nation’s valuable asset, 

without questioners her children. They 
carry with theuf hopes for the future — 
building tomorrow's realities from to- 
day s dreads. Our record, as a nation, 
has been $ne of ever increasing effort to 
meet the needs of children, and we can 
be justly proud of what we have done 
for most American children. 



A1 MOTIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 

* and jodjt resolutions 

S. 411 

At the request of Mr. McGee, the Sen- 
atir from Minnesota (Mr. Humphrey) 
wes added as a cosponsor of S. 411 to 
amend title 39, United States Code, 're- 
lating to the Postal Service, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 764 

At the request; of Mr. Moss, the Senator 
frnm. North Dakota (Mr. Burdick) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 764, to amend 
title VII of the Public Health Service 
Ac; to provide for the making of grants 
to schools of medicine and assist them 
in the establishment and operation of 
dei 'artments of geriatrics. 

S. 222» 

At the request; of Mr.. Fong, the Sena- 
tor from Kentucky (Mr. Cook) , the Sen- 


ator from Maine (Mr. Hathaway) , the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss) , the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. Pei.l) , the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mi - . Cook) , the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. Mc- 
Intyre). and the Senator from Minne- 
sota (Mr. Humphrey) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 3209. to establish a Na- 
tional Resource Information System. 

Sc 3234 

At the request of Mr. Humphrey the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc- 
Govern) was added as a cosponsor to S. 
3234, a bill to authorize a vigorous Fed- 
eral program of research and develop- 
ment to assure the utilization of solar 
energy as a major source for our na- 
tional energy needs, to provide for the 
development of suitable incentives for 
rapid commercial use of solar technology 
and to establish an Office of Solar En- 
ergy Research in the U.S. Government. 

S. 32 J7 

At the request of Mr. Domenici, the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. Pell) 
was added as cosponsor to S. 3277 a bill 
to amend the Solid Waste Disposal Act. 
to encourage full recovery of energy and 
resources from solid waste, to protect 
health and the environment from the ad- 
verse effects of solid waste disposal, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 33 IS 

At the request of Mr, Moss, the Sen- 
ator from Utah (Mr. Bennett) and the 
Senator from Iowa (Mr. Hughes) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 3316, to estab- 
lish National Historic Trails as a new 
category of trails within the National 
Trails System, and for other purposes, 

S. 3330 

At the request of Mr. Hartke, the Sen- 


n cmioren. tor from Kentucky (Mr. Cook) , tile ^ ate j&K (MrDoMHtrci) 
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